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-capable of confrontlng a problem and followlng that problem to a loglcal

- level.

hds been Dreseng%ng concepts that are eas1ly tied to famlllar experlences

INTRODUCTION . L .
. .

For the past two years, a group of professors at the University

of Nebraska 'have bgen parfecting a curriculum which demands that

¢

'
[24

freshmen studeﬁts be actively involved in their learning. his program,

entltled Accent on Developlng Abstract Processes of Thought (ADAPT), kS

-~

is almea\at encouraging students to be cr1t1cal thlnkers who are - ,

i N . .
solutlon. The program takes I'ts theoretlcal impetus fiom the wrltlngs

of Jean Piaget. who, w1th Barbel Inhelder, farst traced the development

»

of thlnklng from concrete and ob]ectlve patterns to a more abstract’

Follow1n;\PrEget S 1deas a ‘central’ concern of the ADAPT program.

,/

and requlrlng that the students be active participants. ® These concrete

’ s e

experienaces serye~as4a foundation for the gradual acquisition of a
N - " -

i
It is \3
expected that. generallzed understandlng which. is 1ntertw1ned w1th‘
_
e, '

. : - . ‘
more generalized ahd‘abstract understanding of the concept.

4

=xper1ences can then be applled to a varlety of problems

-

This br1er°sketch oF the ADAPT progranm prov1des a contiut for |
. - ' .

understa;dlhg The’ goals of the progra@s ‘ : o’ ' !

»

As in tha -1rat1year of the program, ihe pblmary ‘goal was to

encourage students to thlnk ‘critically and’ loglcally. Secondly, we’ »
‘ s : :
were 1ntetested in providing sucessful learnlng experlences that would -
b [

b X Yy 4 A
« 2

facilitate personal and social growth. Fin!lly, we' hoped thal students Who/
' ‘ Ve

were being encouraged to explore a variety of content areas, would feel /-
D . M .

excitement in ‘learning, and that this would be reflected in positive . '

\‘ ,\ i 'Y . s 4 . * 0y

attitudes towgrd the whole ‘university community. {n\ihort our godls /

. . L

were to erncourage abstract,.formal thought patterns, to facilitate /s
) " - i . N

- ¢ S

.
.
' 4 3
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personal growth, &nd,

bl

university.

First Year Evaluation

t

The purpose of the present paper is to evaluate the success.: of

tﬁe ADAPT program in achlev%ng these goals. Before turnlng to the’

“~

evaluation of the second-year of the ADAPT program, a quick reviewy

~

uation of the first year of "the ADAPT program is 'in erder.

we found that ‘ADAPT students demonstratéd significantly more

D B
1 -~
3

. - * . c~
ability at formal reasoning processes at the end of the freshman year
v, .

-than a group “gf matched control subiects. It was furgher shown that

»

the ADAPT students 1ncreased on a test of conceptual complexlty while
/o
> ~
the control group,depreased slightly. Finally, ADAPT ‘students’
demonstrated viery positive attitudes toward the'faoulty and '‘their
- ~ ’ %

3co11ege’experience.' In short, 1t seemed £hat the goalg of the AkﬁﬁT

: Y, . _ N
program were attalned in the'Tlrst year “ ~ Lo T

a, L]

leen that the‘flrst year' s evaluation indicated that many , of thg )

b
.,

goals were belng attained, 1t was decided: that durlng the second year

'
» ° \ -

we should use rore stringent measures of sd?cess. The meaeurement of

L]
. . . P
'

§ K .
change in abstract or formal operational-thinking skills’ provides an

_ekample..'During-the first year a'number of tasks were\used which

D ’ b e, . ]
had been devéloped for research _purposes. - Although these tasks were

theoretlcally geared to assess formalvoperathnal ihought, they d1d not

meet strict test oonstruct requlremenfs..It seemed that other natlonally
. 5 Y

standardized tests of crltical thinking might demonstrate more convincingly

=

the value of the ADAPT program in fdsteﬂing thlnklng skills. Hence, ',J

v
.

a natlonally normed obJectlve test - the WatsonxGlazer Critical Thlnklng
' A . . s : * ..

.Appraisal -- was administered during the gecond year.

.




“ A similar change.with respecd to the measure of personality

. . S . , . !
development occurred. During the first year a test of conceptual,

complexity was u;ed. This test, although used widely to assess

. . : - . . E ~
interpersonal development, doe not\meet the parametric requirements

typically demahped pf nationally normed assessments., Here again,

! " v
it was declded that ADAPT's success could \be demongglated conv1nc1ngl
if a more rlgorous assessmont was used. Hence Jan€ Loevinger's V

_measure of Ego,Development became a part'of the second year evaludtion.

/7 The thoqghtsibf,the“evaluation team and ﬁ}ojeqt staff concerning
*

- . . -/ ‘e A
the second year evaluation are reflgcted in these chapgesfln!measures-

In essence, %t seemed that thé programn successfully met its’ goals during

the first year of its opération. In order -to argue for wider flssemlna—

'y

tlon\o@ the principles of the ADAPT program, however, we felt compelled~

to put the program ﬁp a more rlgorousﬁevaluaLlon. The resultyg of this
v . 3 : .
evaluatfon are reported in subsequent chtions.._ ‘ s -t

i .

DESIGN Or THE EVALUATION

-

The evaluation instruments usedl the dlfferent groups of subjecf;
o . . - .
. . . ’ - . v ) .
invelved in the assebsments, and the times ‘when various tests were )
, . M l

administered are devicted in TGable 1. In subséquent sections the

‘ Y

-

. - ) [ - / . ‘ : *
tests ard subject samples ‘are described and the rationale for the y .
‘ . . .
design is given. . ) B N
Instruments L - - ' .

4

+1. Watson-Glaze Crit%calIThinkiﬁg,Appraisal. "This test .consists
. A
of a series-:of exercises which require the application of some of the
s . ) -

~ important abilitifes involved in critical thinking: inference; recognition

[ t

: " L, . oy . ;t . 'g
H TS P .
K . . . / . { .

. '. - R _ B ) ., . .. "
4‘ - ‘ ;;:‘ S /' s 7 l -‘ i " .
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S o ¥ 0y ctTaBLEL | . S T
: - - . .;‘ " e a . . ) - . » - -}
o s ¢ "~ Design ofi the Second Year Evaluation o ‘ O
\ i . o : . - ‘ ' ' ) t \
K ‘ ADAPT Students « Control Studeats;. Centennial Students Control Studehté?
. e Fall Spring Fall .Spring ’ Fall Spring ' Fall Spring
. Sy e 1876 ° 1977 1976 . 1377 1976 ., 1977 . o« 1976 1977
' ‘ o ' . . . = . —_
‘Initial Measures ’ ' N . - ' -
~ .ACT Scopres. X - X - ) x .. " T X * ’
H.S5. Quartile X e, X - . X ‘ H X .//é
Wgtsoniélazer - L ‘ ’ . . , : : . o o B
Critical Thinking : ' . )
Appraisal X X . X CX ' X X - - s N
Formal Operational . s , : ’_;, ' ' B .Y
Assessments Y ) S X .. ' - , , X X
-Yane Loevinger's =~ . \ . o ' . . ' -a
Ego Deyelopment - = X . Pe o Xy X LD X
Omnibus Porsonélity X . . ‘ ~ '
Inventory - . _— , , . : ‘ : . A
.......... RIS - v s e = .'
Attitudes toward, ' .o ‘ .
Faculty . e X . X L X N
")
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‘ - = . hadd . P* / . 3 l - A -
-of .assumptions; deduction; intenppetatrion; and eyaluatign of arguments.
- - - | = . : \
g . e . o ) . * -~
In additionf the criticai thinkiqg.appraisal calls r'responses to two
* ‘ v L D

different kinds of items 'ﬂ . ! In some itens the sfudent confronts _

- problemS‘inVOIVing neutral topicF about which pébpl generally do hot
r

6unkrstrong feelings.' Other itehs, approx1mately pa llel in lqgical
'y \ ~
structure, pertain to poiiticalg economic, 1and social [issues which are
[ -

more likely to arouse emotionalffeelings,,biaseso or- prejudjces (Watson.
; . . . »

g Giazer,’igeu). ' / " . ' -t

. . l v
. Thig test has been administered to 5,675 freshmen in 1% liberal-

arts colleges. Hence, norms for-the performance of freshmen are

available. In addition, reliability and validity data have beeﬁ com-
piled. FTinally, the Watson- Glazer is available in,multiple forms, USing *

two forms for, pre- and post-testing has the advantage of mlnllelng giy

- - * -
“ practice effects \ ‘ . [ v . -

i r
N

{
In essence, the use of the Watson-Glazer Critical Thinking Appraisal
allows for a rigorous test of whether any ‘¢hanges have.occurred in
" thinking skills as a result of the ADAPT program. It‘iSthpotheeized that

the ADART students will show significantly greater increases on the< . :
L 4

Watson-5lazer Critical Thinking Appraisal than the Control or Centennial

‘
.

subjects | _ . ' ' .i

-~ v

-

s - 4 Too. .
", ‘2. TFormal Operational Tasks, The instruments used to assess
- » v v '
. x . .
formal operatfo#§ tonsisted of five tasks which‘reqdipe proportional

- - ~

reasoning, isolation and separation of,variaj?es, COrrelatiOP,.and

'probability:(bampbell,k1977). This test is designed to assess the

~

theoretical formulations of Jean- Piaget. 'Our goal in using this type of

' assessment was to adhere as closely as possible to theoretically

. [ ) ’
=meaningful assessment procedures. .
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3. AttitudeVMtoward Faculty/ Co o : e L

t 3 R . ‘ 3 ] . \ .
To assegs the students' attitude toward ﬁacuftyo-that suofcale of \
v N .
1 : .
tHe College Student Questlonnalre‘ Part II was admlnlstered This.

standardlzed att1tude questlonnalre allows ‘for comoarlsons Detween the .

- )

ADAPT, control,«and Centennial samples as well a s ; comparlson of the
N . )
three groups w1th a natlonal sample. The specific hypothesls*to be
investigated is that the ADAPT pooulatlon has tore p051t1ve attltudes ’
toward the faculty than the Control 1 group or the‘Centennlal students.\
4, ©Omnibus Pe;sonality {pventor?.g ‘ .

. ‘ y'.

This personalfty.test emerged from:the extensive work on cellege

¢ o
student develoonent by S?Agford (1956) and‘his associates at Vassaf

-

after VWorld Var II. Extens1ve data haVe been accumulated concernlhg
, .
tpis test by the staff of the Center for Research. and Development in
. »t Y ' . - B n.
Higher Education at Berkeley. ,The test ®as selected because it examinesg
. - rd

both the intellectual and emotional aspects'of personality. However,

- [

since it is more likely to indicate personality development over a long

period of time, ,it was decided that it should not be administered a,
second time until the juniS} or ‘senioy/.year.’ x
Ml .
5. Ego Development o e N . .
. \ ( o ) .o
A test vhich is somewhat more likely~to show ghort term development

~ ¢ .
is Jane Loevinger#s Measure of Ego Development. Thislinstrument

~

indicates the,degpee to which mature persQnalitW characteristics have

*

developed. In effect, personality is charted through various response

' types, each one characterlstlc of Stud's whode' personal development

has progressed to a 31m11ar degree. ThlS Essessment, lpke the ‘atson— ) .

Glazer, ‘has a long history of use and seems to- be one of the most rellable

) Y »

: and valld 1nd1ces of- personallty development that is cu;}entiy avallable

‘§Loev1nger,—197®. In addltlon, the theorettcal and’ developmental

4 . . /\’ 9 - .
.
~ -, o -
. - . .




aspects of this test mesh~hicely-thh the principles of the ADAPT
prograw. In shory, the resul?% of fhls test given durlqg\the fall

, and Sprlng should provide’ a rlgorous test of the hypothesis that the

. ADAPT program facilitates affectlve development - '

6. Initial Measutres . .

)
-

v

‘.Since'the selection procedures for the four groups_of subject®
e
dld not cuarantee a random sample of the enterlng class of freshmen,

1t is 1mportant o know how the groups dlffer on 1n1t1al characterlsixcs..

- .

The pre- test ass%ssments w1ll, of course, give some 1nd1catlon of" ghe

" differential standing of the four'samples. In addition, it is poss1ble <
v —_ . - -
to compare all four grqups on the American College Tpst (ACT) and

hlch school sfandlng . The ACT has the advantage.of being a widelb'used

: o 3 .
,and we!l standardized test enabling us to compare our éroups to
: : :

" national norms. Sudh comparisons may help establish the‘generality of

our results. - T - N

Subjects . " A
A total of .four different groups-of sdbjects participated_in the

1976 77 evaluatlon Changes in the *ADAPT students on variolls measures

-

were compared/¢s\Fbanges in éhree control groups. The flrst cont<el

group was conposed of students who had 1 1cated an interest in the
- M ‘ s L

_ ADAPT program; but’ for- a varlety.of reasonSEQéd deciged not\to eﬁroll

,The'compahison of this’group, labeled Control1 , with the ADAPT students
9 \ L N
*is perhaps the most approprlate and meanlngful comparison of the effects

»

of the freshman year. However, the Contrq;él1 studénts' freshman year

-

LS

differs from the ADAPT year in a varigty of Ways. Classes are typically

4 -

larger, the students are more likely to bpe taught by graduate assistants,

opportunltles for FISCUS sion are probably. more llmlted, and théy may-
i ’ 10 ° ' ’




/ \

have few acqualntaﬁces in a class. -Because any of thege varlables

-

could be a, factor 1n dlfferences between

. ‘ -

Lhe ADAPT and Controll

groups,-a second cigparlson group of Centennlal students was selected

'Y 3

£ l

.. In the Centennlal education’ program

as 1n the’ ADAPT program,

-

’students are.in small'classes, they are éncourdged”to particdipate in
T :

- . R . B . g N

cgzss,'they often know each other, and the professor is likely to be

1Y

y skilled. Comparing this group te the ADAPT grodb’seemEd like a . 'y

. - - | - L ' . h . . .
‘more reasonable test of whether the_ADAFT curriculum was effective in

.
.

moving students toward more abstract thought processes. - M
- ) . e t ) ‘ ,
\ As indicated in Table- 1, these three groups\(ADAPﬂt Controll, S
r A

and, Gentennlal) part1c1pated in the Crltlca Thlnklng and Ego

Y

Developnent testlng dUrlnc botﬁ/the Fall of l97@euuithe Sprlng ol.1977’

\

¥ L4

In addition, attitudes toward faculty'were measured in the_Sprlng in g
' _ \ i C ; .8
all three groups. K oo
' ' - * v
Because the ADAPT program ;was de31gneé to’increase formal operatlonal
£ \

\ thinking and,because there were no, preliminary 1nd1catlcns of how these

. . ~ h - ) . ~ .
abstract thinking skills might correlate wlthsfﬁose proce;ses measured on

id l" - ' . i
thé Watson-Glazer Critical THinking Appraisal, it was -decided that a

2
v . - . v

of movement on formal operations would be approprlate:
h 4

[l “ ¢

separate comparison

’
of the same 1ntroductory,physlcs course, one containing

* ¥

Two sections

PT students, and one composed prlmarlly of soﬁhgmores who gécelved
\ * ! .
a traditional physics coursse (Control : group 2) made thls.comparlson .
Q .

possible. The test of formal oper..zatlons was admlnlster‘edas pant of -
the physics laboratory in the fall and sprlng. ] 3
Ve . Ch
’ - R . )
4 . . ] ‘ b‘
- v ‘Y )
L4 N ] P

p
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b
. /s .
~RESULTS » .l . ‘- .
..(/\ "" OL,‘. ’,\'P' N - s . i .
. : C .
s ' “” n" 4 . 9. N R -
H * . . v
The results are dlylded Lmto;Ylve sepwlons“ (a) a comparison -

. . v

- ’of groups on~1n1t1a1 measuré&,‘th an e%¥ uatyqn oﬁ‘changes in thlnkﬁhg
“ o )
+skills s (c) anwevaluatlﬁﬁjaf changes AN personality deveTopment, (d) a
comparlson of attltudes toward,faculty, and (e) a compllatlon and gummary
\ s 7 . - P

-

reo Y
of two years of the ADAPT program = ™ ¢ [ . i ot . "
: . . : -t . . L NN
. « E T LTy . ‘
.' ’ . \ b * . \‘ N B} R t
itial Me T . . .o . \ ) N ‘
.. Initia asyres AN & . _
< » In Table 2 the hlgh sqhool quartlles are llstedifor eaéh of’ -2
"J/ﬁthe four student groups ‘ E - l ‘ e

.. LT e ' TABLE 2 .. | [

: High- School Quartiles of‘Studénts in All Groups - ) "
[ . S . N . - . R \ - J
. ! - . SR

. T st A 2nd . 3rd - - uth O\ :

+ -Quarter . Quarter , Quarter Quanter S 1
\ - ’ v : . " S
: N % N, % N 8 N. 5. . ,
. o - . T T - . a7 '
. 'ADAPT . 12 . 40 .11 36.7 K: 4 13.3 3 10
. (n=30) ' ' ' -

~ -  Control & ) ) l: ’ . e R
(n=31) =~ * 23 74,27 6 19.4 1 3.2 - 1 =3.2 R

Centennial . ) . f\ . Co. . Coo-
(n=25) o 1352 . ‘7l28' 3 12 . 2 8 :

Control 2.~ . . 7 l,'/' SR
- (n=18) To13 72,2 5 27.8 0, 0 " 0. 0° :
All Nebraska - 'q/{'

. ’ . R /\L_' . 5 ‘ L“
Freshmen 1977, ‘ . ) K ) _
(n= 4 . .




These scores are presented in~®4ble 3. \ ' Y
. . [ ‘ - . ", ) \
S e J TABLE .3 ; O
.{ <A .- t . ‘ . . ) .
~ ’ " . Means and Standard-Deyiations -of R T
. « _Four Groups on ACT . ’ '
\ N ) I3 M "
o * ACT... . , §? ©, Social “ Natural . .,
- . Compos i+ Eng. °’ Math ° .Sciencé Stience
. ADAPT . 120122 ¢ 17.61. 19:71 , 22.77° 20.10
n=3l v 4.70) .0 0 (4.42) ~ (6.08) (5.7q) (6.56)
- e ] - ‘ N X . .
. control 1 ﬁ,\ .24'4.1'2\; A.68  23.29 2601 2456 )
2'13]"’ N .‘ et (-50 5’4) _', - (5‘.”53) (802'6) (5‘1067) " (5-‘ ) -
" Centennial ~ - , 23.21% -,  21.50 2258 2479 23.63
- nioy T (b)) (4.63)  (9.57) (7.03) .. (6.63)°
= . e . ) . = .
* ' : : \\ . " - . ~ . :l ‘e = .:.‘ » ;-
.~ Control 2. " 23.85 "7~ 20.92 25.77 25.15 . 23.23
.1:1_=‘13‘ (3.563 (5.30) , (4.42); (5.47) (5.92) .
) \. ; 1’ d‘i. . . .‘ ’ ‘ .2 . . . P p - ~ o,
oo A11 UNL Freshmen . : : ' L , " A !
.-, n= 3, 000 s 2.2 & 19.0 M 216 20.1 T2ty N
- t . . . R . X
. '/, Nationwide‘eample ) o . C . o .
" n=48,808 18.5 »- ° 17.6 _  17.8 . 17.4 20,9 \;
L 4 ” bd . \ ' r -
- ) - 13 J. N -

~ .

, ) ) .. yoo, -
ACT test'SCOrestere,also avalbaaie qn most of the gtudents.

.

< -.freshman clagss.

3
the tao‘controlngroups do not repregﬁﬂt a 'randon

. . ~ o
a - v ‘ t v kS \
- . . ! . . [ ) ) ‘
. , B J
\ , - . <100 S
_ . . S
' > » R - . . »
o Ft s clear from tnese diia that “the evontrol grouDs are a more select
k.\\l'_,g:roup relatlve to‘é1ther the ADAPT or Centennial: sampleﬁ The ADAPT '
. group has the smallest percentage of students from the upper quarter of © ., .
il the hlgh school graduatlng class.  From these data we mlght expect .
‘45‘ » pre te%t dlfferences between our groups and we can’ clearly see that .




The dlsparlty between the scores of the ADAPT students and All

\%5‘ thpee qf*the other epntnolugroups is obv1ous. The ADAPT group's - . .y

e

t “ ‘ * . . 2
sgoreﬁ are signiffbantly°lower than the other three groups on the ‘

com ite‘heagure. B se - . . T ':,’
“: . The ACT‘seprés‘confirm”:he fact that the‘ADAPT group 1is less
able 1n a Xarlety of content areas than the ‘other three groups of
"students that were followed in the present study . The:Centenntal

’ A N
students who, on the ba31s of hlgh school™ rank, m;ght be expec&ed to 2.
.. - e : S :
do poorly on the ACT did not differ from the‘Contr*ol.l or Control

-

2

subjects. L - oo ‘ S

It\seems clear from these initial mefsures that the students selecting
¢ -

the ADAPT prognam were not as well prepared for college as’ the other

>’li%ree contrdl groups. Thelr ACT scores are also lower than the oo -

- -

&

oVerali_freshman class-enterlng the Unlvers;ty of Nebraska at Lincoln.

R
- s hd . <* ~

Changes in Thinking SWills . : : ' T

—
.

+The ADAPL grcup ~and QontrolQ group were admlnlstered flve different ~

formal operatwopal tasksy in the fall and the spring of the year

' Oq each of these tasks, students could receive a score from 1 to® 5.

*In qaqh»case a-sco-- 1 or 2 meant that a student relled prlmarlly
[ T .

‘ T ’

.on onhcreté thought processes to solve the problem; a score’ﬁf 3 or -

‘e - K . : * \ s )

"y indicated that the student was in trahsition from cgncrete to formal
: ' o '

operations; and a score of 5 meant that the student used formal

operational thought 1L solving the ppoblem. A comp031te score obtalned
l. r "3
‘by averaging a student's performance across,all five tasks gives a

} S 4

global indication o1 -the kinds of thought proceses students used to solve

'aluariety of problems.

., .. - . . -




o Control2 subjects

»
.o

As 1ndlcated in Table 4 this com0051te score show9 that

214-93\ .

\

the 'two groups dlffered 81gp1L1cant1y F(1,48) =45.19,
;:?‘o

and that there was a 31gp1rlcgnt increase in forl perational
- . . -~ .
" skill from fall to spring F(1,48) =.28.49, p< .01 *
TABLE 4

'
- -

K Formal Operationalr Scores of ADAPT and Controlé Students

ADAPT T Control ¢

| Group Iimq/" Inter-
L -n=30 n=20 F action
Fall Spring Fall Spring
Metri¢c Puzzle . 3.68 JHegl v BLBS k.75 7 6,73 7. 77%% ~ 5,05*%
Apartment Puzzle 3.90 ~.4.03  .4.02  .4,35 K .
: . V ., - v A '
Algae Puzzle 2.83° - 3.70 2.05,  3.60 ' 30, 57#%
, ) X » '
Flexibility , o . . “
of Rods - 3.68 3.96 ¥.32 ~ 4.35. 12.55%%
B . Q \ ) ‘ - / . ‘..
Coin Toss 3.03 3.u48 3.37 3.63 - 4031%
) / ’ . . . ‘ R - , N
Composite Score ~3.43 3.94  3.90 4,13 5.19% © 28.49%F 4, 32%
L 4 N .
% 5l .05 L. . : ‘ y
*% D¢ .01 : : ) -

&

‘
“ »\/

F
'

botH groups’ from fall to sprlng Suchﬁa change'should certainiy be,

f

expected durlng the ‘course oﬁ a year in cqllege In addition, this

ana1y81s demonstrates a significant differefice between the ADAPT and

4

Thg 1n1t1al/measures reported earller revealed a
31gn1f1canL dlspavlty between the ADAPT and Control a€3jects, Hence,

1t is not surprlslng that the ADAPT students scored 30mewhat below the

\
\‘1 o - ! - !

. .
4
. '\.
' |
, R
. ~ Y

-

These ' results document increases ¢n formal ' operational skills for

»
-




Control2 studehts on thefpretest{ The significant iﬁterabtion

4 -

beﬁween the.sgroups and the the pre- and post tests, "however, indicates &

dlfferen‘til increase durding the year in the two grounair F(l 48) = 4.32,

.

Z .05 * Ba51ca1ly, thls result daplcted 1n Flgure 1 1ndlcates that
P tes_

the ADAPT students showed more substantial increases in formal

operatignal thoughtathan the control subjects.
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The Watson- Glaze; Crltlcal Thinning Appralsgl was .also admlnlﬁfﬂred

to chart the effect of the ADAPT program on thlnklng skills. TFarms

" Y .and Z.of the Watson-Glazer were admlnlstared in the*Fall‘and Spring

respﬂctlvely to ADAPT Controlly’and Centennial students. Althougﬁ

theoe two forms are equlvalent When percentlle scores are uigd, ths/
. ~ .

, 6. Rk
. ' . e P . ¢ i .

5, . N s . R .
- . , . - . .
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- : N U
P '
° .
A Y

. i : . '
- - LY
raw scores on form Z are somewhat lower than the raw scores on
form Y. Hence'to .avoid showing a spurious drop in raw scores all post-
- ] .- .

test\scores.were'éonverted into scores equivalent to- the pre-test

* .
) ¢ -
4 ” N

form. The means end'standard deviations of the’three‘groups are

t .l

réported in Table 5. -

TABLE 5 o

. Means and Standard Deviations of
Watson-Glazer Test Scores e e

AﬁAPT f . Cbntrol1 . Centennial
* . v ' s
We-test ,'gi 60. ' © 745y L - 73,75
. v (8.23) . _ (8.33) (10.09)"
. i « . ’
"Post-test /73.26 WA 4 . 74,00
' (106.49) (10,022 - o . (11.70)
™ : .
N A repeated measures andlysfs of variance indicates that the

‘1nteractlon between the three. gfoups and the two tests 1is slgnlflcant
F(2,95) = u~13’ p <_ 019 Thl; 1nd1cates that the ADAPT students. made
s1cn1flcent gains durlngathe year wh;}e the other two\groups dld Aoty .’
‘ Althought the ADAPT students were less ‘able on the pre- test, by the’

L.

* -
end of the yeaw the§' had 1me’%ved 51gn1fle§htly in critlcal thlnklng ‘

skills and thelr scores now equaled the Scores of the other two groups.

~" + In this sectlon of the reéalts the ADAPT students have been

Ed . N

compared W1th three other groups on two measures of abstrac?\ought.
Tre

In all of these comparlsons the ADAPT students haye shown 1 ases in

thlnklng SklllS that were not matched by the cbmparlson groups One

[}

can attrlbute these increases to the methods and- ratlonale underlylng

the ADAPT program but there is at,least one altérnatlve explanatldﬁﬁfﬁat

. . 17

~

v




'\\} " bedn able to 1mprove'the1r scoéres. on the post—test, Cons1dering

P LI BN

.\scores ot 79-89 w1th a raw score ‘of 89 representYng the 99th percentile.

» N B
. .
. .
. . .
< * , ' “r, e
. ~
.
2 - .
.

Y ) .

warrants con81deratlon.

v

These: results could be a function of a celllng 1eve1

.
\ . . " -

Qn the. measures used In other words the.control students who on

@

\fe

th pre- ~test Were’ far superldr to the ADAPT students might not have

udents composite”score‘was 3'95 on a scale of.5. However;san
4
f@ramlnatlon of the subscalss repqrted in Table 4 indicates that on /

only one of _the tests had the‘control group really¢reached a celllng o
- 1 -
1eve1. Therefore, they could have shown movement on the other four

. , ' -

posf—tests. Another factor which’ seems to render thls crltlclsm .

1napplacab1e' to ‘the formal operatlons test is that the ADAPT group

had also reached a celllnc oh the post ~-test. of the metrlc puzzle. On‘the
J & ‘

”CPltlcal thlnkln a pralsal the control students' post test 8cores
g P - .

'were a;prox1mately 73 out of a pos51b1e 100 ' Natlomal norms 1nd1cate
that students scoring in the upper 10% of the poDuIatlon receive raw

.., . . v -

The' control oup should have. been able to achieve raw scores in the

‘79—89 range 1f' their crltlcal 4h1nk1ngs skllls had improved. Hence, .

et
4

'1t does not seem llkely that a‘celllng effect can account for the ! f/

L]

lack of chango demoﬁstrated by the two compar,ison groups en the CPltliil

'«thlnklng measures. (IR D . }

-

) Anqther'explanation, buttressed by the first year ADAPT evaluation
. L e v :
.re;ults, is that the ADAPT curriculn@ is designeéd to‘foster critical

'

~ . l’

thihking skllls Whll@ma more typlcﬁl freshman curr1cu7um does not.

i
. I} N

\

,.' . . "s , l ‘

.
- . s
. - N x
. ° . P
- T * ! - ' ]:8 " ‘ ‘
. D Il Ad
.~ . - ‘ v
« .
.
!
. ’




. . ‘q . . . . - & N ‘ {
LI ' . P - . i . ’
"‘ ) . ‘ . PR ) ‘ \‘\ e ‘
- "~ - o ~ ’ ‘
. 1 ] »
- o ‘- ) -
’ s > \ . N oo . .
7 . - >
. * * « . . lﬁr . N
+ ©
LN - ., ‘ . ‘ . T, N
N ' . 3 / ’ \ - ’ 3 .
ri v R v - e - R
Personaliiy Deve10pm ent _ . ‘. R o :
- '0 [N tos » - ' Vo v N
[ Al »- s N Y
L. * The changes in Jane LpeV1ngep s mea e of ega development fro%
= . . . >
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Attitudes .toward Facult&

L

L , o
In th% flrst year evaluat on of the ADAPT prograﬁ;‘attltudas

toward ADAPT faculty were very Favorable.

&

permeatela studept s‘college career, the

/
looked agaln at. ADAPT Contnql

s |
.

t

‘ . .. »
ance suth attitudes

and’ Centennlal students'

second‘year evaluation

attitudes

toward }aculty (subscale of College Student Questlonnalre, Parf 2)~

The dlfference Ketween the three groups' ét/ztudes, reportea in

Iab!% 6, are hlghly significant F(Q gl) =
! -

' - ' fTABLE‘7‘.

LI

Ly

1y, 2/ p/. w001 .

€

-

: ¢ Atti'tudes toﬁardﬁ?aqulty B

ADAPT

— ~
X > - 36.03

O; . . H.T5 .

)

“

*" Control

. 30.57

-

5.89.

I3

.

,Centennial

37.71,

Both the ADAPT and Centennlal students gave very favorable

ratlngs to the faculty while thé Control students, 1nvolved in

of
larger classes nad

¢

with the/faculty, are not as favorably dlsposed toward the’ ﬂacuftyg ~

{

-
§

\]

typlcally experlenclng much less 1nteractlon)"

These att1tud1nal results by themselves mlght suggest thdt

3
(\
.

r'd

l‘é R

t

/ .
{

4

tﬁe.varlables of'lnterest are quallty fdculty and small classes.' ‘
y .

Hqwever, wben *hese'reSults are exam}ned in ooncert ‘with the changes

n

1n thlnklnc skllls presented earller, we do not see substantial -

increases in,the Centennial group;
N\ v
) somethlng other than quallty faculty and smalﬁ classes 1is opergtlng

[ v

Hence, one can ‘conclude that

to,effect the changes in the ADAPT students.

. : s ) '
)

A -, R . : .
v . ‘ \

20 | S ) : o

We would llke to suggest
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. that a qutlcal varlable is the clurriculum which demands that the

) N

. 7. 3 student \ (a) enoage in some explOﬂatlon of area, (b)/}elate hls'
exploratlons to meanlngful exoerWendes, and then (c) apply these
-, ’ »
’ 5“? » concepts %roadly <ot - .
-\" 1 . . " Yy '. .

4
Y §ﬁ? COMPILATLQE-i?ﬁ SUMﬁARY OF TWO YEARS OF THE -ADAPT PROGRAM

Y
' f*ﬁ &iEThe two years, &I the ADAPT program have been very dlfferent'ln

L4

Hany ways y yet some © the same patterns of growth ‘have emerged. ~In
3 . .
this seo\*pn an a{tempt is made to COmpare the flndlngs from the twa
v - ! .
. 5years and summarlze them, < o "

»

Th% two groups of ADAPT students are compared on ACT scores in -

'\-\
" Table 7 Whlle the comp081te scores are not s1gn1flcantly dlfferent

',' \ th}z’year S group of ADAPT students recelved lower scores than last®

year s _on all of the sub tests except social sc&ence.

o~

] L . ' ., . «
T e v . . " Tablé"ﬁ . - ., .‘ e
Means and Standard Deviations of ' : 3
ADAPT Groups on ACT . a
, ; .
. = o ~ ( / R ' , 0 )
Conposite . Eng Math = 8001a1 *' Natural
N P s h ’ , . Science Scijence e
. 4 . . . . Coe ' )
... ADAPT .. X 21,24 .. 18.85 20.85; . - 21.29 ,  23.81
", 75-76 . L. ) 4,99 6.93 5.78 5.81
. . - . - L I -
, ADAPT X . 20.22- - ‘17,61 38.7L  _ 22.77° . 20,10
' 76-77 ‘ 4.70 - o~ bLn?2 6.08 ..5.75 6.56 i
. ’ ” '6 . -
e Cy NN

]

Perhaps one could argue that the 1976-77-group of ADAPT students
was not as well prepared for College as the 1975~ 76.group The fact-
that students from both years showed 1mprovements in abstract thought

‘. r . _
".that were not paralleled by- students enrolled in a more traditional

_' -~ . 21
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N
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curﬁicuk@% seems to argue that the ADAPT program can prcvide a'focj?
i ~ . '
"for facilitating the develoement-of eritical thouzht Wlocesses "ac%oss

a broad spectrum of student abilities. 1In poth years of the program

we see that students in the ADAPT program have a much 'more favorable

_attitude toward the faculty than students in a traditional curriculum,

In short, the second f%gf,@f }H%‘ADAPT,program, evaluated by

means of better standarndized and sounder ass%ssmenfs, targely confirmed

3

the findings of the first year. The ADART program seems to create a

.

climate for explorat%gn that positively influences student development

<

dlong intellectual dimensions. These students, by‘being responsible

. for their learning, have acquired new thinking skills and have learned

-

to savor the aécomplishments that aceompany the use af these skills.
¢
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